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that could be expected under these plans, with those that would be
expected under a basis-of-comparison.
The results of the entire studies as well as conclusions and
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1.3 Procedure of Power Study
Hydroelectric power would be affected by regulation of any or all of the
Great Lakes since power generating facilities are located on all the
international connecting and outlet channels of the Great Lakes except
the St. Clair and Detroit Rivers. Determination of the effects of
regulation onhydroelectric power installations utilizing the levels and
flows of the Great Lakes system, under the basis-of-comparison conditions
and under the regulation plans for Lake Erie (25N, 158 or 6L) under
Category 1, 2, and 3 conditions for Lake Ontario was carried out by the
Power Subcommittee.
The determination of the effect of a regulation plan on hydroelectric
power is generally divided into two parts; the effect on dependable
capacity and energy output; and second, the monetary evaluation of any
changes in these two components measured by the replacement costs. Ice
conditions limit the flow at the time that the Hydro Quebec system
experiences peak load; therefore, no peak capacity benefit or loss is
expected andonly the effects of regulation on energy production were
evaluated.
In determining the effect of a regulation plan on hydroelectric power,
the results of operation under a plan were compared with results under
basis-of-comparison conditions, and in the case of Category 3, an
adjusted basis-of-comparison. Cbmplete descriptions of both the
basis-of-comparison and the regulation plans are given in the main report
and Appendix A - Lake Regulation. They are described in part, as follows:
(1) The basis of comparison consists of Lakes Superior and Ontario
regulated according to methods presently in effect which are Plan 1977
and Plan 1958-D with discretion, respectively, and Lakes Michigan-Huron
and Erie unregulated.
The outlet conditions for Lake Huron and for Lake























































Under Category 1, Lake Ontario would be regulated under Plan











































































 for lockages past the control structures, would apply at a constant rate
over the 77 year period (1900-1976). The estimated 1985 navigation
requirements were based on the traditional navigation season and do not
allow for the requirements of winter navigation.
This appendix presents the methods employed for computing and evaluating
the effects of the various regulation plans under load and power supply
conditions estimated to be in effect from 1985 through 2034 on all
related existing hydroelectric installations in Canada and the United
States on the St. Marys River at Sault Ste. Marie, on the Niagara River
near Niagara Falls and on the St. Lawrence River near Cornwall and
Beauharnois.
The existing power facilities have a total installed capacity of about
8,000,000 kilowatts (kW) of which 60 percent are in Canada and 30 percent
are in the United States.
Using the methodology described in this appendix, computer programs were
developed for the determination of peak and energy outputs. A copy of
each computer program together with operating instructions are contained
in Annex D which is bound separately.
Section 2



















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































          






































































































(2) Flow requirement for the rapids below the compensating works is
set constant at 2000 cfs.
2.2.2 Canadian Plant
(1) The plant will be operated on a run-of-river basis; hence, in
any month, peak capacity and the rate at which energy is generated are
the same.
(2) The flow available for Canadian hydroelectric use is taken as
the lesser of the maximum capacity of the redeveloped Canadian plant or
the Canadian share computed as:
QC = 90 - Qm - 2000
2
where Qc = Canadian diversion in cfs,
Qo = Lake Superior mean monthly flow in cfs,
Qm = Estimated navigation flow requirement in cfs, and
2000 = Spill through compensating works in cfs.
(1) The permissible diversion by U.S. plants is assumed to be the
greater of the two amounts (limited by the capacity of the plant)
1





Qus = Qo ' Qm ' Qc ' 2000
where Qus = United States diversion in cfs, and
Q0, QC, and Qm are as defined in Subsection 2.2.2
2.3 Methodology for Determining Capacity and Energy Output
The methods used to compute power output from the St. Marys River plants
have been developed by Ontario Hydro and the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Detroit District, in co-operation with the Great Lakes Power
Corporation and their consultant, Acres Consulting Services Limited, and
the Edison Sault PDWer Company. The methods outlined below compute the
output from the redeveloped Canadian plant and the existing U.S. plants
under the basis-of-comparison conditions of levels and flows, and the
output which would result had a given regulation plan been in operation
over the same period. The general approach employed is as follows:
(1) Determine the head loss between Lake Superior and the forebay of
the plants to obtain forebay level.
(2) Determine the head loss between the tailrace of the plants and
Lake Huron to obtain tailwater level.
(3)
Compute head on the plant as the difference between forebay and
tailwater levels.
(4) Compute the permissible power diversions by the procedures
outlined in Subsection 2.2.
(5) Determine total output from output-head-discharge curves.
Details are given in the following subsections of the methods employed

















































































































































































































































































































 Jan - Mar Q = 135115 Fl/2
or ELOll = Superior Level - ___£zi___2
(135115)
Apr - Dec Q = 187070 F1/2
or ELOll = superior Level - ___£éi___
(187070)2
where F = fall or head loss in feet



































































































































































MWS = 57l.07+0.0001463 QCF‘l/2
Apr to Dec:





















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Substitution of the above relationships gives the following equation for
the two periods:
 
Jan to Mar: (0 0002926 )2
EL012 = Huron Level + ' X QC
(Huron Level + EL012-ll42.l4)2
Apr to Dec:
2
EL012 = Huron Level + (0.0002978 X QC)
(Huron Level + EL012—1138.2)2
(4) Head loss from CHS Gauge 012 to GLP Tailrace: A single
relationship is applicable to all months to determine tailwater
elevation. This is shown in Figure E-6. The equation for tailwater
elevation as determined by Acres Consulting Services is:
FT = EL012 + 1.2394 x 10‘11 x 9C2 (590.551-EL012)l-39
where FT tailwater elevation in feet, and EL012 is
determined from equations described above.
(5) Head is calculated as forebay level (FH) minus tailwaterlevel
(FT), each of which is defined above.
Plant Output Determination: The total plant output-discharge-head
relationship shown on Figure E—7, for the new
GLPplant was derived by
Ontario Hydro from an expected performance curve supplied by Acres
Consulting Service Ltd.
This relationship was at a rated head of
19.69 feet and was expanded by Ontario Hydro to cover the head range from
16 to 22 feet.
Fbr combinations of head and Canadian Diversion Qc
below the best efficiency less 1 percent line, values of MW are computed
from the following equation:
MW
= 0.072691 x QC H
where MW = power in megawatts,
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PLANT DISCHARGE (CFS X 1000)
ST. MARYS RIVER GREAT LAKES POWER CORPORATION
PLANT OUTPUT-DISCHARGE RELATIONSHIP
FOR RANGE OF GROSS HEADS
FIGURE E—7
E-15
   
 
  
   





































































output line in Figure E-7.









































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































 the river losses and the river flows have beenestablished but theyare
very small inmagnitude compared to the overall head.
The variations in
these small losses have insignificant effect on the evaluation of the
various regulation plans. For the purposes of the present evaluations,
the head loss between SWP and USS were assumed constant at 0.6 feet.
Plant Output Determination:
The plant output equations for each of the
United States plants are as follows:
(a)
Power output by U.S. Government plant:
P = 1055 H — 2890
for values of H of 21.5 or less
p = 4280 H — 75H2 - 37,560
for values of H of 21.5 or more
where P is a power output in kW for an assumed constant plant
water use of 12,700 cfs and H is the net head on the plant in
feet.
(b)
Where Pa, Pb, and Pc
Power output by Edison Sault plant
Pa = 0.701 (82H - 220 + (89.5H - 39)Q)
when Q is less than 18.16 + 0.59H
Pb = pa - 103 (Q — 18.16 - 0.59H)l-6
when Q exceeds 18.16 + 0.59H
pa = pb - 70.1 (Q - 20.16 - 0.59H)1-6
when Q exceeds 20.16 + 0.59H and H exceeds 17
= power outputs in kW,
plant water use in 1000 cfs, and





























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































I I 0-37 INDICATES MILE POINTS
SCALE OF MILES


































































































     


















































































































































































































































































3.1.2 United States Plants
The existing United States hydroelectric plants are the Robert Moses
Niagara Power Plant and the Iewiston Pumping-Generating Plant.
These
plants have 13 and 12 units, respectively, with rated heads of 300 and
85 feet.
Installed capacities of these plants are 1950 megawatts and
240 megawatts respectively.
Both plants are owned and operated by the
Power Authority of the State of New York.
3.2 Methodology for Determining Energy and Peak Capacity Output
This section presents the assumptions and methods developed by Ontario
Hydro and the Power Authority of the State of New York for computing
energy and peak capacity outputs obtainable from Canadian and United
States hydroelectric power plants in the Niagara area.
These methods are
used to compute the outputs which would be available from existing
facilities with basis-of-comparison Lake Erie levels and outflows and
Lake Ontario levels, and the outputs which would be available from these
same facilities with levels and outflows which result from the various
regulation plans.
3.2.1 Assumptions
(1) For any Lake Erie outflow the diversion entitlements for Canada
and the United States would be determined from the equations given in
Subsection 3.2.3(3).
(2)









pumping-generating station (PGS), Ontario Power (OP) and Canadian Niagara
Power (CNP).
(3) The Niagara Falls flow requirements as set forth in the
International Niagara Treaty of 1950 would be complied with; that is,
flows of not less than 100,000 cfs over the Falls between the hours of
8:00 am and 10:00 pm from April 1 through September 15 and between the
hours of 8:00 am and 8:00 pm from September 16 through
October 31, (EST
or EDT whichever is in effect in either country at Niagara Falls).
The





























































































The elevation of the Chippawa-Grass Island pool would be
operated within certain tolerances to maintain the long-term mean
elevation of 561.0 IGLD as directed by the International Niagara Board of


















Mid Apr - May
20:00 - 8:00
June - August 24:00 - 8:00
Sept - Mid Dec 20:00 - 8:00







Mid Mar - Mid Apr 0
3.2.2 Basic Data
Except as noted below, the basic data used in these computations were
developed by the Regulation Subcommittee and are given in Appendix A -
Lake Regulation, Vblume 2. Coordinated Basic Data.
(1)
Mean monthly basis-of-comparison Lake Erie outflows and levels
and corresponding Lake Ontario levels resulting from Plan l958-D with
discretionary deviations (1900-1976).
(2)
Mean monthly Lake Erie outflows and levels resulting from Plans
25N,
lSS, 6L and corresponding Lake Ontario levels resulting from
Categories 1, 2 and 3 regulation alternatives as described in Section 1.3.
(3)
Niagara River monthly mean local inflows, given in the report on
Lake Erie Outflows 1860 to 1964, dated June 1965, by the Coordinating
Committee on Great Lakes Basic Hydraulic and Hydrologic Data.
(4) Head losses and diversion capabilitiesfor the water supply
tunnels and canals as determined by actual field tests.
(5) Diversion capabilities, and power output - flow relationships
for each generating station as determined from field tests augmented by
operating experience.
E - 22
 3.2.3 Derived Data
Depending on the regulation plan being evaluated,
adjustments were made























during the daily operating hours listed in
Table



















flow increase on power production,






















correspond to the hours defined in Table E-2.























































January 4.0 July 5.1



























































































































































Within The Day variation Of Lake Erie Outflow
 
Increase (cfs) Increase (cfs)
Month _' 15$ 6L Month __ 15$ 6L
Jan D 15300 6800 July D 0 0
N 15300 6800 N 12240 5440
Feb D 15300 6800 Aug D 0 0
N 15300 6800 N 12240 5440
Mar D 15300 3400 Sept D 0 0
N 15300 3400 N 16690 7418
Apr D 7650 0 Oct D o o
N 16830 4080 N 15300 6800
May D 0 0 Nov D 0 0
N 18360 8160 N 22950 10200
June D 0 0 Dec D 7650 3400
N 12240 5440 N 19125 8500
(2) Lake Erie outflow available for power and Falls flow: Lake Erie
outflows available for power and Falls flow were derivedby subtracting
from Lake Erie Base Flow, the Welland Ship Canal and New York State Barge
Canal 1985 navigation requirements, adjusting for the effect of the
Welland Ship Canal flow variations on the Niagara River flow and adding





Adjustment To Lake Erie Outflow
 
Effect Niagara River






















































































The sources of adjustments in Table E-4 are as follows:
(a)











(b) Adjustments for the effect on Niagara River flowsof
monthly variations in Welland Canal navigation flows, developed by
Ontario Hydro.
(c) The Niagara River monthly mean local inflows, given in the
Coordinating Committee Report on Lake Erie Outflows, 1860-1964.
(3) The diversion entitlements for Canada and the United States for
power generation for any Lake Erie outflow are based on Article III,






























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































    
(6) The diversion capacity which varies with the season due to
equatic weed retardation, is determined from one of the three unit-fall
relationships shown on Figure E-ll.
(7) If the water available is less than the full diverting capacity,
then the forebay elevation will be greater than 540.0 and is computed by
an iterative procedure from the unit-fall relationships.
(8) The SAB tailwater level was computed for each month from the
graphs on Figure E-12 showing the relationship between SAB tailwater
level, Lake Ontario level, and Niagara River flow at Queenston.
(9) The gross head is computed as the difference between the
headwater level computed as described in (7) and the tailwater level
computed as described in (8).
(10) The average energy output from the SAB plants 1 and 2 was
computed from the diversion flow described in (5) and (6), and the
economy factor (kW/cfs) based on the head computed in (9).
_ head (H)
_ . W
EF at head (H) 291 x 22 0 k /cfs
(11) The diversion available to the OP plant is the Canadian
entitlement less DeCew, and the SAB plants, up toa capacity of
8,300 cfs. Output from the OP plant is computed from the available
diversion at 12.6 kW/cfs.
(12) The remaining flow available to Canada after loading the OP
plant is used at the CNP plant to a maximum capacity of 9,900 cfs. Based
on operating experience, during tourist nights and the non-tourist season
(50,600 cfs over the Falls) 1 cfs is diverted to CNP for every 2 cfs
available. During the ice cover months of January, February and March,
the maximum usable flow at CNP is assumed to be 1,000 cfs. The power at
CNP is computed from the diverted flow at 7.6 kW/cfs.
(13) Tbtal energy output (treaty hours) from the Niagara River plants
in average MW is the sum of the individual outputs computed in (4), (10),
(11) and (12) for tourist season days (TSD), tourist season nights (TSN)
and the non-tourist season (NTS).
(14) Total daily energy output (operating hours) in MW hours is
computed as follows:
daytime energy Apr to Aug = TSD x 14 hrs + TSN x 2 hrs
Sept — TSD x 13 hrs + TSN x 3 hrs
Oct = TSD x 12 hrs + TSN x 4 hrs
Nov to Mar = NTS x 16 hrs
nighttime energy Apr to Oct = TSN x 8 hrs
Nov to Mar = NTS x 8 hrs
E - 28
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(15) An adjustment for PGS operation was made which resulted in a
gain in total daytime energy and loss in total nighttime energy. These
gains and losses, related to Niagara River flow, are shown on Figure
E-l3. It is assumed that the PGS storage reservoir is filled each night
and the water fully utilized during the following day.
(16) Monthly energy in MW hours is computed as the daily energy from
(15) x the number of days in each month.
3.2.5 Peak Output Computations for Canadian Plants
The peak output from the Canadian plants is related to the monthly mean
daytime diversion. These relationships for the DeCew, SAB l and 2, and
PGS, OP, and CNP plants are shown on Figures E-l4, 15, 16 and 17.
3.2.6 Energy Output Computations for United States Plants
The effect on energy production resulting from a regulation plan are
derived by comparing the total energy output of a base condition with the
total energy obtainable from a specific regulation plan. Interest is
focused onthe change in value of energy accompanying a regulation plan
rather than upon the absolute value of the total output.
The replacement cost of energy for each of the regulation plans is based
on the New YOrk waer P001 (NYPP) actual decremental costs experienced
during intersystem energy transactions and is essentially the replacement
cost of energy derived from oil fired units in the NYPP.







Niagara Treaty and Chippewa-Grass Island Pbol directives.
(3)
The waterways head loss between Chippawa-Grass Island Pool and
the forebay canal is computed from the relationship:
Hf = QZ/K
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generator output which is considered to be 175 MW. For gross heads less



























































units were assumed to be available to allow for maintenance.
(9) The maximum diversion to the Moses plant is the flow thatwould
load the available Moses units to 175 MW or to full gate discharge or






















U.S. Niagara plant to divert Niagara flows for power production.
Essentially, the U.S. Niagara plant has the capability to divert about
100,000 cfs or about 85,000 cfs during peaking hours.
Based on the regulation plans studied, the effect of changes to Lake Erie
outflows would be limited or minor. Within this context it is possible
for the U.S. Niagara plant to divert its entitlement for virtually the
entire range of flows for the basis-of-comparison and for the plans under
study. For only up to about four percent of the flows during four or
five of the summer months, could the entire entitlement not be taken.
Therefore, it is convenient to calculate the difference in wastage
between the basis-of-comparison and the plan under study, and evaluate
the difference in terms of energy lost at the rate of 22 kWh for each
cfsh wastage. It should be noted that the plant efficiency is
essentially 22 kW/cfs throughout the range of flows underdiscussion.
3.2.7 Peak Output Computations for United States Plants
The peak output, or capacity available from the existing Moses plant and
the Iewiston pump generating plant depends on the net head and flows
available. The pumped storage reservoir requires sufficient waterto
refill it for each pump-generating cycle.
The assessment of any regulation plan is determined by comparing that
plan to the basis-of-comparison. Changes in flows in the plans under
study are small compared to the basis-of-comparison. The majority of
changed flows occur during the higher lake levels and outflows, when
available capacity is unaffected. It is only during the lower range of
flows that any changes to flows would affect capacity from the hydro
plants.
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 The effect of regulation would be to change the flow duration available
for power diversion. The method of computing the peak capacity at U.S.
Niagara plant is described in the following paragraphs.
(1) Chippawa-Grass Island Pool inflow durations for each calendar
month for the basis-of-comparison and each regulation plan are derived
from the monthly data described in Subsection 3.2.2. (1) and (2).
(2) The diversion available to the United States for any given
Chippawa-Grass Island Pool inflow is computed. The percent of time each
diversion would be available is developed from the Chippawa-Grass Island
Pool inflow duration data.
(3) Maximum Niagara Power Project output is reached when all
available Lewiston Pumped Generating units are operated as generators at
maximum output. For critical power system conditions, the pump
























































flow conditions, the maximum power output is limited by the amount of































































































































































































































































































































































































































 the diversion from the river and maximum Iewiston discharge exceed the
flow required for maximum Moses plant generation, the flow to be diverted
from the river is reduced until maximum Moses plant generation is
achieved. If the sum of Lewiston pump storage discharge and flow
available from the river is insufficient to load all Moses units to full
gate discharge, then flow is controlling, and computation is made to
determine the highest output which can be achieved for that flow.
(7) Maximum project capacity is the sum of Moses and Lewiston power
outputS. Fbr each duration of river flow for which there is a loss of
capacity, the change in capacity is computed as described above, and the
percent of time, multiplied by the changed capacity gives the results in




MOSES-SAUNDERS (ST. LAWRENCE) POWER PLANTS
4.1 General Description
There are two hydroelectric power plants in the International Section of
the St. Lawrence River: The Robert H. Saunders Generating Station of
Ontario Hydro and the Robert Moses Power Dam of the Power Authority of
the State of New York, which are combined to form a single structure.
The rated head of both plants is 81 feet and each plant has 16 units and
a total installed capacity of 912,000 kW. A general location map of
these plants is shown in Figure E-18.
4.2 Methodology for Determining Energy and Peak Capacity
The peak and energy outputs obtainable from the Saunders plant and Moses
plant were computed monthly (half monthly for April and December) over
the 77-year period January 1900 to December 1976. Monthly or half
monthly energy outputs were divided into daytime (16 hours/day) and
nighttime (eight hours/day) generation. The method of computing the
total daytime and nighttime energy outputs and the total peak outputs
each month or half-month is described in the following subsections.
4.2.1 Assumptions
The assumptions adopted for computing the daytime energy. nighttime
energy, and capacity outputs for any given regulated mean monthly Lake
Ontario outflow and level combination are as follows:
(1) Since the maximum operating efficiencies of the Saunders and
Moses (St. Lawrence) units are essentially the same, the total or
combined energy and peak capacity outputs from both plants were computed
and divided equally betweenthem.
(2) The 1985 non-power flow diversions would consist of the
estimated 1985 navigation requirements, the estimated 1985 Cornwall Canal
requirements, and the Massena Canal requirements, which were assumed to
be the same as those of 1963-66. They are summarized in Table E-5 and
the total is rounded to the nearest 1,000 cfs. The Massena and Cornwall
canals bypass the power dam to supply water for municipal requirements,
and flushing for water quality purposes. The Cornwall municipal
requirement is less than 5 cfs and was neglected in this study.
(3) The navigation season extends from April 1 to December 15.
(4) The daily peaking and weekly ponding test limits authorized by























































    
Table E-5





Month Wiley-Dondero Canals Massena Canal Total
(cfs) (cfs) (cfs)
January 0 30 0
February 0 30 0
March 500 30 1,000
April (1-15) 1,200 30 1,000
(16-30) 2,400 30 2,000
May 2,700 30 3,000
June 2,800 30 3,000
July 2,700 40 3,000








































































































































































































































































































































































































































    
CATEGORY 1 8. 2
























































WATER SURFACE ELEVATION AT LAKE ONTARIO (OSWEGO)—IGLD(1955)
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The original channel enlargements were designed to satisfy the
critical profile under Regulation Plan 12-A-9. Under this plan
the minimum forebay elevation occurred with a Lake Ontario level
of 244.33 feet and a discharge of 296,000 cfS. To satisfy the
various criteria under the adjusted basis-of-comparison and Plan
6L an additional capacity of 4,000 cfs is required, under Plan
25N an additional 5,000 cfs is necessary, and under Plan 155 an
additional 6,000 cfs is necessary.
The existing open water backwater slopes are based on a straight




where MWS = mean water surface elevation
Lake Ontario elev + Moses - Saunders forebay elev
 
2
Q = Lake Ontario outflow in cfs, and
F = fall or head loss between Lake Ontario and the
Moses-Saunders forebay
Assuming the same Lake Ontario and forebay levels and
consequently the same mean water surface elevation,
revised ~§72
F
values were computed for increased flows of:
Adjusted Basis-of-comparison
and Plan 6L 296,000 + 4,000
Plan 25N 296,000 + 5,000




Revised straight line relationships
points parallel to the present line.









0.13652 Q x 10'3
Fl/Z
and Plan 6L MWS 225.605 +
I
I











 The Moses-Saunders headwater levels were then computed based on




As the present St. Lawrence River backwater slopes for the ice
cover period are not based on a single unit fall relationship it
was not possible to use the same approach as used for the open
water condition. In order to arrive at an approximate change in
relationship it was decided to use a percentage adjustment to
the present slopes.
The following percentages were applied:
Adjusted Basis-of-Comparison
and Plan 6L (4,000/296,000) x 100 = 1.35 percent
Plan 25N (5,000/296,000) x 100 = 1.69 percent
Plan 158 (6,000/296,000) x 100 = 2.03 percent
The forebay elevations were then computed for any given Lake
Ontario level and outflow by; reducing the discharge by the
respective percentage; determining the forebay level based on
the existing relationship with the given Lake Ontario level and
the calculated reduced flow; using the computed forebay level
with the original given outflow to calculate the power output.
It is considered that this approach gives the best approximation
of revised conditions, taking into account that actual ice cover
losses vary significantly from year to year and in fact from
week to week.
(3) Tailwater Stage-Discharge Relations: These relationships have
been derived for both open water and ice cover seasons from mean daily
records of the Saunders and Moses tailwater elevations (averaged) and
total plant discharge over the period June 1961 to September 1966. They
are shown on Figure E-21.
(4) Moses—Saunders Total Power-Discharge-Head Relationships: For
the maximum efficiency operating range (total plant discharges of less
than about 280,000 cfs) a relationships between the average economy
factor of the two plants and gross head was derived from unit
performances actually attained in normal operation. This relation is
shown on Figure E-22. For the operating range beyond best efficiency
(total plant discharges greater than about 280,000 cfs), a family of
curves relating total plant output to discharge for a range of gross
heads between 74 and 88 feet was derived from unit ratingtables. These
curves are shown in Figure E-23. If the calculated discharge for a given
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FIGURE E — 23
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 output is determined, for the given gross head, from the maximum output
line
4.2.4 Determination of Energy and Peak Outputs
(1) The Moses—Saunders forebay elevation, applicable to both daytime
and nighttime energy and to peak, was determined from backwater slope
curves relating Lake Ontario level and outflow to forebay level. The
Lake Ontario levels and outflows used in the determinations were the
regulated mean monthly values given in the basic data. The forebay level
was limited to a maximum elevation of 242.0 feet and a minimum elevation
of 234.0 feet.
(2) The total plant discharge for peak output detennination was
computed as the lake Ontario regulated mean monthly or outflow, less the
estimated 1985 non-power flow diversions, plus 30,000 cfs up toa total
of 280,000 cfs during the navigation season (April second half to
December first half) or plus 38,000 cfs up to a total of 280,000 cfs
during the non-navigation season (December second half to April first
half).
(3) The total plant discharges for daytime and nighttime energy
determinations were computed as the Lake Ontario regulated outflows less
the estimated 1985 non-power flow diversions, plus 15,000 cfs during the
daytime or minus 30,000 cfs during the nighttime up to a total of
280,000 cfs. The effect of weekly ponding upon energy production during
the non-navigation season was ignored because it was not considered to be
significant. In all cases, if the monthly flows exceed 280,000 cfs no








































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































plant or the Moses plant.
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 Section 5
BEAUHARNOIS-LES CEDRES (ST. LAWRENCE) POWER PLANTS
5.1 General Description
The Beauharnois-Les Cedres developments are in Quebec, in the Soulanges
section of the St. Iawrence River. This section of the River comprises
the 15-mile stretch between Lake St. Francis and Lake St. Louis in which
there is a total drop of 82 feet.
To harness the energy of the water in this turbulent reach, control dams
were constructed at the exit fromLake St. Francis to allow the flow to
be diverted from the natural channel into the Beauharnois Canal excavated
on the south shore. After passing through the Beauharnois Canal and the
80-foot drop at the Beauharnois Powerhouse, situated at the outlet end of
the canal, the water is discharged into Lake St. Iouis. Figure E-24
shows the relationship of the canal to the St. Lawrence River.
The Beauharnois Canal is 15 miles long and 3,300 feet wide, and the
average depth is more than 30 feet. The navigation channel which is 600
feet wide and has a minimum depth of 27 feet is located along the left
bank of the canal. Two locks permit navigation to passfrom the canal to
lake St. Louis.
It was planned to construct the Beauharnois powerhouse in three stages to
keep pace with growing demand on the electrical system. Designed to have
a capacity of 538,400 kilowatts from 14 generating units, the first stage


































































































































































































































































station in the world.

























































































































































PLAN OF SOULANGE SECTION OF ST. LAWRENCE RIVER
5.2.1 Assumptions
A minimum flow of 10,000 cfs is a allowed in the Soulanges section of the
St. Iawrence River, for environmental purposes. This gives the Les
Cedres plant a minimum of 10,000 cfs.
 
5.2.2 Basic Data
The basic data comprise (a) the monthly mean outflows from Lake Ontario
















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































 (4) The working head at the Beauharnois powerhouse was determined as
follows:
The elevation at the Upper Beauharnois Lock was determined from a
relationship between the Upper lock levels and the total outflow of the
Beauharnois Generating Station for each month of the year (Figure E—26).
The elevation of Lake St. Louis was determined from two stage-discharge
relationships for Lake St. Louis: one for the open water period from
April to November inclusive, and the other for the ice cover period from
December to March (Figure E-27).
The difference between the elevation of the Upper Beauharnois Lock and
Lake St. Louis was considered gross head at Beauharnois powerhouse.
(5) The power-discharge-head relationship for Beauharnois was based
on recorded values of the gross head, discharge, and equivalent power
output for the period covering the years 1975 to 1979 inclusive. This
period of record has been considered accurate due to the revision of the
turbine rating made in 1975. Figure E-28 shows the new relationship
curve used.
(6) The head at Les Cedres Powerhouse was determined for December to


















inclusive, the variations in the head are negligible, due to the control
works at Pointe-du-Buisson which maintains Les Cedres tailrace at
near-constant level (Figure E-24). The head was therefore fixed at 39.0
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 (5) The Beauharnois powerhouse tailwater elevation, from the Lake
St. Louis stage-discharge relationship (Figure E-27);
(6) The gross head at Beauharnois powerhouse, obtained by
subtracting the tailwater elevation from the forebay elevation;
(7) The gross head at Les Cedres plant, obtained from a relationship
between Les Cedres total outflow and the gross head (Figure E-29); and
(8) Power output at the Beauharnois and Cedars plants, obtained by
using the power-head-discharge for each plant (Figures E-28 and E—30).
Table E-6
man-Power Flow Requirements At Beauharnois-Les Cedres Power Plants
  
Navigation Other Requirements
Month Requirements (cfs) (cfs)* Total (cfs)
January 0 2 500 2 500
February 0 2 500 2 500
March 200 2 600 2 800
April 500 2 600 3 100













August 700 2 600 3 300
September 600 2 600 3 200
October 600 2 600 3 200
November 600 2 600 3 200
December 400 ‘ 2 500 2 900
Average Annual 470 2 575 3 045





Maximum Permissible Discharge At Beauharnois













































DETERMINATION OF UNIT ENERGY AND CAPACITY VALUES
6.1 Basis of Evaluation
The Working Committee established an Ad-Hoc Economics Working Group to
determine and recommend certain economic factors and criteria to serve as
a common basis of evaluation for the International Lake Erie Regulation
Study. In it's final report dated May 1978, this Working Group
recommended the following criteria for evaluation purposes:
(1) An interest and discount rate of 8.5%
(2) A project economic life period for amortizing costs and
discounting future benefits of 50 years beginnining 1985
(3) Price levels adjusted to 1979 costs
(4) The Canadian dollar considered at parity with the U.S. dollar
(5) Cost and benefit streams over time summarized in the following
ways:
(a) as a time profile of all costs and benefits in each year of
occurrence over the project life
(b) as a discounted present worth of each item in (a)
(c) as a constant annuity with present values as calculated
in (b)








































































































































Regulation Plans on Hydroelectric Power Generation
Energy Values Capacity Values
(mills per kWh) (§ per kW/year)
day night composite































The projected unit energy and peak capacity values for the period
1985-2034 (50 years) are shown on Tables E-9 and E~10. The basis for the
values is described below.
(1) Energy
(a) A recent calculated set of projected system values of
incremental energy (mills/kWh was used as base). This established the
day and night annual energycosts based on a recent escalation forecast
(October, 1979) and a varying mix of fuels.
(b) These annual escalated energy costs (day and night) were
converted to July, 1979, price levels by deflating using an Implicit
Price Deflator based on Gross National Product, ("Economic Outlook", Long
Form, September 1979, Table E-ll).
(c) Application of these deflated energy costs (mills/kWh) to the
annual energy differences (GWh) of each alternative for the 50-year
period starting in 1985 provided the annual costs.
(d) The annual costs were discounted (brought to present worth) to
1985 using an annual discount rate of 8.5%.
(e) These annual costs were summed up and amortized over 50 years by
dividing by 11.5656 to yield an average annual cost of replacement power.
(2) Peak
(a) The December peak outputs for each alternative were converted to
a mean value and a standard deviation.
(b) These were used to calculate a statistical change in Load
Meeting Capability (LMC) for each alternative.
(c) The cost per LMC kilowatt at 1979 price levels is $692. This
value was based on capital costs of plant, incorporation, fixed operation
and maintenance (0&M) and associated reserve generating capacity.
The value of $692/kw represents a plant having a 30-year life and is
equivalent to an annuity of $59/kw at 8.5% interest rate. Since in some
studies the LMC kilowatts may vary from year to year, this annual value
will be more suitable for calculations. This has the added benefit of
avoiding the need for residual value calculations.
The $59/kw is made up of $49/kw for capital related items and $lO/kw for
the annual 0&M.
The year 1994 is currently the earliest in which new
generating capacity is expected to be added to the system and therefore,
is the first in which a change in system capacity should be penalized at
the value of $59/kw. However, there will be some 'mothballed' generation
in 1985 and later years up to 1993.







































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Escalated Values Deflation Deflated Values Present Worth Present Worth


























13 130.7 68.1 0.1445 18.9
0.0939







2015 142.6 70.6 0.1311 18.7




18 162.4 73.6 0.1133 18.4






























2020 176.8 75.0 0.1027 18.2
21 184.5 75.4 0.0978 18.0
22 192.5 75.7 0.0932 17.9
23 200.7 75.7 0.0887 17.8

























2025 218.2 74.9 0.0805 17.6
26 227.4 74.1 0.0767 17.4





























2030 267.6 66.9 0.0631 16.9
31 282.8 70.6 0.0600 17.0
32 299.0 74.5 0.0572 17.1
33 316.0 78.6 0.0545 17.2































Projected Unit Peak Capacity Values 1985 — 2034 (50 Years)
July 1979 1985 1985 July 1979 1985 1985
Annual Present Worth Present Worth Annual Present Worth Present Worth
Year Value Factor* Factor Year Value Factor* Factor








86 10 0.8495 8.495 11 59 0.1105 6.520
87 10 0.7829 7.829 12 59 0.1019 6.012







1990 10 0.6129 6.129 2015 59 0.0797 4.702
91 10 0.5649 5.649 16 59 0.0735 4.337
92 10 0.5207 5.207 17 59 0.0677 3.994
m 93 10 0.4799 4.799 18 59 0.0624 3.682
m 94 59 0.4423 26.096 19 59 0.0575 3.393
1995 59 0.4076 24.048 2020 59 0.0530 3.127
96 59 0.3757 22.166 21 59 0.0489 2.885
97 59 0.3463 20.432 22 59 0.0450 2.655
98 59 0.3191 18.827 23 59 0.0415 2.449
99 59 0.2941 17.352 24 59 0.0383 2.260
2000 59 0.2711 15.995 2025 59 0.0353 2.083
01 59 0.2499 14.744 26 59 0.0325 1.918
02 59 0.2303 13.588 27 59 0.0300 1.770
03 59 0.2122 12.520 28 59 0.0276 1.628
04 59 0.1956 11.540 29 59 0.0254 1.499
 
2005 59 0.1803 10.638 2030 59 0.0235 1.387
06 59 0.1662 9.806 31 59 0.0216 1.274
07 59 0.1531 9.033 32 59 0.0199 1.174
08 59 0.1412 8.331 33 59 0.0184 1.086










Inflation Forecast — Canada
% change)
Consumer Implicit Industry Selling
9232_ Price Index Price Deflator Price Index
1979 9.0 8.5 12.5
1980 9.0 8.7 9.0
1981 7.5 7.5 8.0
1982 7.0 6.5 8.5
1983 7.5 8.0 9.0
1984 7.0 7.5 8.0
1985 6.5 7.0 8.0
1986 7.5 7.5 9.0
1987 7.5 7.5 8.5
1988 6.5 6.5 5.5
1989—1993 6.0 6.0 6.0
1994-1998 5.5 5.5 5.5
1999-2018 5.0 5.0 5.0
Source: Economics Division, Ontario Hydro
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generation will cause a corresponding change in 0&M costs. For this
reason the $10/kW 0&M charge was applied each year from 1985 to 1993.
(d) For each alternative, the value of $59/kw per annum was applied
as appropriate to the December change in LMC in each year of the 50-year
study period starting in 1985.
These annual valueswere then treated in similar fashion to the energy
calculations above.
6.2.2 Quebec System
Ice conditions limit the flow at the time that the Hydro Quebec system
experiences peak load; therefore no peak capacity benefit or loss is
expected and only the effects of regulation on energy production were
evaluated.
(1) Energy
(a) Dynamic marginal values of energy were assumed to be those of
hydroelectric energy replacement from 1985 up to 1995 and those of
nuclear energy replacement after 1995. These values are shown in
column 2 of table E-12. They represent the yearly cost in current
dollars for replacing l MWh in non-peaking hours.
(b) The deflation factor was calculated by assuming an index of 1.00
for 1979 and a fixed inflation rate of 10% between 1979 and 1981 and a
projected inflation rate from 1982-2034 as tabulated below:





The deflation factor is shown in column 3 of table E-12. To obtain the
dynamic marginal value of energy in constant 1979 dollars, (Column 4),
each value in column 2 was divided by its respective deflation factor.
(c) Column 5 shows the present worth factor based on an annual
discount rate of 8.5%, taken from the following equation
= F x A
the present worth of A, referring to 1985;
the annual value of energy as given in column 4
































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































 F = l
(1+i)n
where i = discount rate (8.5%)
n = the year, starting with 1985
(d) Column 6 gives the 1985 present worth marginal values of 1 kWh
of replacement energy in non-peaking hours in constant 1979 mills for
each of the 50 years of the project's economic life. The theoretical











Where P and F are defined above
This value was multiplied by the difference in average energy output,
over the 50-year project economic life to obtain the annual amortized
value of energy. The total present worth value was obtained by
multiplying the annual amortized value by F. ( F = 11.566).
6.2.3 New York State System
For a given regulation plan changes to energy production or capacity were
evaluated compared to the basis-of-comparison for the plant at Niagara.
This method was used because; the changes in plan flow from
basis-of-comparison are small and deemed to be minor; the plant
efficiency is essentially linear throughout the range of diversion
capacity used in this study; and virtually all available water can be
diverted in the various cases; thus the study lends itself to evaluation
of difference in losses for energy.
At the St. Lawrence River plant the procedures were similar to Ontario
Hydro since the Saunders and Moses plants are essentially equivalent.
Thus the energy and peak capacities were those which would result from
the same supplied and diversions as the past but with levels and flows
indicated by the rules of a given regulation plan.
These methods were developed to determine the economic benefit or loss
which would result from implementing each of the regulation plans
compared to the basis of comparison. Thus the evaluation is based upon






























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































EVALUATION of REGULATION PLANS
7.1 General
This section presents the results of the detailed economic evaluations,
made by the Power subcommittee, of Lake Erie regulation plans 25N, 155
and 6L, with Lake Ontario regulation Categories 1, 2 and 3. Each plan
was evaluated according to the methodology described in Sections 2
through to 6 using the basis-of-comparison as described in Subsection
1.3. In addition, for Category 3 Lake Ontario regulation, each Lake Erie
plan was evaluatedagainst an adjusted basis-of-comparison. The adjusted
basis-of-comparison assumed increased St. Lawrence River channel
capacities that would permit the present Lake Ontario Orders of Approval
to be met with the high supplies of the mid-1970's. This eliminated the
power benefits that would be achieved by meeting the Orders of Approval
on Lake Ontario from the effect of limited regulation of lake Erie.
7.2 Adjustment to Energy Benefits
Under the sequence of supply (1900-1976) assumed for these studies, the
levels of each of the lakes at the end of the period (December 1976) were
slightly lower under regulation than under the basis-of-comparison.
Consequently, the corresponding long-term mean outflows were greater by
varying amounts, up to about 400 cfs.
A sensititivity analysis indicated that this anomaly impacted on the
results of the study, and therefore an adjustment was made to the
computed average annual energy benefits at each generating station. The
details of the adjustments to the average annual energy benefits/losses
are explained and tabulated in Annex C which also includes tabulations of
the unadjusted energy outputs,and the peak outputs.
7.3 Results of Evaluation
The benefits/losses in peak load meeting capability and the adjusted
benefits/losses in average annual energy production are summarized for



















The evaluations of Plans 25N, 155 and 6L are shown on Tables E-l3 and
E17. Table E-l3 shows the difference in average annual energy in GWh and
the difference in peak load meeting capability in MW. Table E-l7 shows
the annual amortized value of the energy and peak differences and the
combined present worth values.
Plan 25N - The net annual effect on power generation would be a loss of






















Power Evaluation — Category 1
Regulation Plans 25N, 155 and BL Compared to Basis—of—Comparison (BOC)
Difference in Average Annual Energy Production
and




Average Annual Energy (GWh) Peak Capacity (MW)
ZSN 155 ﬁg 25N 158 ﬁg
Ontario
St. Marys + 2.2 + 1.4 + 0 3
Niagara —61.1 —68.3 —23.3
St. Lawrence - 5.1 + 0.5 — 1.1
Total —64.0 ~66.4 -24.l — 0.8 +0.22 +0.76
Quebec
St. Lawrence ' 7-3 ' 5-2 — 2-6
Total Canada —7l.3 —7l.6 —26.7 — 0.8 +0.22 +0.76
New York State
Niagara - 0.7 - 2.5 - l.l — 9.0 —l.3 -0.4
St. Lawrence — 5.]. + 0.5 — 1.]. - 1.4 +0.2 +0.2
Total - 5.8 - 2.0 — 2.2 —10.4 —l.l —0.2
Upper Michigan + 2.0 + 1.7 + 0.2 + 0.06 +0.02 +0.01
Total U.S. — 3.8 — 0.3 ~ 2.0 —lO.34 -l.08 —O.l9
Total U.S. and Canada —75.l ~7l.9 —28.7 -ll.l4 -0.86 +0.57
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Niagara - 0.7 - 2.5 — l 1 — 9.0 -l.3 —O.4








Upper Michigan + 2 0 + l 7 + O 2 + 0.06 +0 02 +0 01
Total u.S. + 4 3 + 5 O + 2 9 - 9.84 -l 18 -O 19











































































































































































































































































































































































































Difference in Average Annual Energy Production
and
Peak Load Meeting Capability
Difference from ABOC
  
Average Annual Energ17KSWh) Peak cagacity (MW)
ZSN 155 ﬁg 25N 15$ ég
Ontario
St. Marys + 2.2 + 1.4 + 0.3
Niagara -63.1 -67.7 —23.0
St. Lawrence - 1 8 + 4.7 — O 1
Total —62.7 —6l.6 -22.8 + 0.45 —O.l7 -2.68
Quebec
St. Lawrence -lO-3 ‘ 7-7 - 2-1
-73.0 _6903 ‘24-9 + '0-17 _2¢68
New York State
Niagara - 0.7 r 2.5 - 1.1 — 9.0 —1.3 -0.4
St. Lawrence - 1.8 + 4.7 — 0.1 — 1 0 +0.42 0.0
















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Power Evaluation - Category 2
Regulation Plans 25N, 158 and 6L Compared to Basis-of—Comparison (BOC)
Annual Amortized and Present Worth of Difference
in
Average Annual En
























St. Marys + 34 + 22 + 5
Niagara —993 —l,290 —466
St. Lawrence + 16 + 81 + 54




St. Lawrence - 36 - 17 + 9
- 36 - 17 + 9 - 416 - 197 + 104










St. Lawrence +332 + 641 +420 - 63 + 7 + 14
Total +255 + 365 +298 —693 — 84 - 14 - 438 + 281 +284
5,066 + 3,250 +3,285
Upper Michigan
+ 7 + 6 + 1 + 2 + 1
o + 9 + 7 + 1 + 104 + 81 + 12
Total 0.3, +262 + 371 +299 —691 — 83 - 14 — 429 + 288 +285 — 4,962 + 3,331 +3,297



















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Power Evaluation — Category 3
Regulation Plans 25N, 158 and 6L Compared to Adjusted Basis—of—Comparison (ABOC)
Annual Amortized and Present Worth of Difference
in




























+ 34 + 22 + 5
Niagara
— 995 —1,268 —454 ’
St. Lawrence — 53 + 70 — 2
Total









58 — 16 - 902 - 671 — 185
Total Canada
1,092 —1,234
—467 + 15 — 6 — 89 —l,077 —1,240 —556 —12,456 ~14,342 -6,430
New York State
Niagara - 77 - 276 —122 -630 -91 - 28
St. Lawrence
- 199 + 520 - 11 - 70 +29 0
Total
— 276 + 244 —l33 —700 -62 - 28 — 976 + 182 -l6l -1l,288 + 2,104 -1,862
Upper Michigan
+ 7 + 6 + 1 + 2 + 1
0 + 9 + 7 + l + 104 + 81 + 12
Total U.S.
— 269 + 250 -132 —698 -61 - 28 - 967 + 189 -160 '11,184 + 2,185 -1,850
Total U.S. and Canada -1,361 - 984
-599 -683 -67
-117 -2,044 -1,051 —716' —23,640 -l2,157 ~8,280
  
has a combined annual value of $1,116,000. In the U.S., the loss would
be 3.8 GWh of energy and 10.34 MW of peak which has a combined annual
value of $1,360,000.
Plan 15S - The net annual effect on power generation would be a loss of
$1,575,000 having a present worth value of $18,216,000. In Canada, there
would be a loss of 71.6 GWh of energy and a gain of 0.22 MW of peak
resulting in a combined annual loss of $1,284,000. In the U.S., the loss
would be 0.3 GWh of energy and 1.08 MW of peak with an annual value of
$291,000.
Plan 6L - The net annual loss to power would be $725,000 with a present
worth value of $8,384,000. In Canada, there would be a loss of 26.7 GWh
of energy and a gain of 0.76 MW of peak which givesa combined average
annual loss of $468,000. In the U.S., there would be a loss of 2.0 GWh
of energy and 0.19 MW of peak with a combined annual value of $257,000.
In summary, the three plans show net annual losses to power generation of
2.5, 1.6 and 0.7 million dollars for plans 25N, 15S and 6L respectively,
which have present worth values of 28.6, 18.2 and 8.4 million dollars.
The following is a review of the effects of each regulation plan under
Category 1 on each of the power systems involved.
7.3.1.1 Ontario System
Determination of energy outputs from the Ontario plants was made for each
month of the period 1900-1976 assuming first the basis-of-comparison and
then regulation Plans 25N, 15S and 6L under Category 1 in effect
throughout the period. The average daytime and nighttime monthly energy
outputs over the period were computed for the St. Marys River plant, for
the Niagara area plants, and for the R.H. Saunders plant on the St.
Lawrence River. The results (Tables E-13 and E-17) are summarized as
follows:
Plan 25N would result in an annual loss of 64.0 GWh with an annual
amortized value of $1,035,000. There would be a small gain at the St.
Marys River plant (+2.2 GWh) and a small loss at the St. Lawrence (-5.1
GWh) but the bulk of the loss would occur at the Niagara plants. This
loss is due to some of the additional water that is discharged from Lake
Erie during high supply periods being wasted or used at the Cascade
plants, which have a lower economy factor (kW/cfs) than the high head SAB
plants.
Plan 15S would result in an annual loss of 66.4 GWh with an annual value
of $1,252,000. Like Plan 25N, the major effect of Plan 158 occurs at the
Niagara plants. The proportionally larger loss for 15S despite its lower
discharge capacity is due tothe operating constraints by which virtually
all the additional water during the high supply period is discharged
during tourist season nights and the non-tourist season when Niagara
Falls flow requirement is 50,000 cfs.
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Plan 6L would result in an annual loss of 24.1 GWh having an annual value
of $473,000. Like the other two plans, the major effect of Plan 6L would
occur at the Niagara plants. The proportionally larger losses from Plan
6L compared to Plan 25N would be due to operating constraints, similar to
Plan 158.
Determination of peak outputs from the Ontario plants was made for each
month of the period, similar to the energy. The effect of the regulation
plans on the total peak capacity from the St. Marys, Niagara and St.
Lawrence River plants was analyzed and the difference in peak load
meeting capability (AIMC) was determined from the December values. The
results (Tables E-l3 and E-l7) are summarized as follows:
Plan 25N would result in a loss of 0.8 MW with an annual amortized value
of $26,000. Plan 158 and BL would result in gains of 0.22 MW and 0.76 MW
respectively, with annual valuesof $7,000 and $25,000.
7.3.1.2 Quebec System
On the Quebec System the economic evaluation of the different plans under
Category 1 compared to the basis-and-comparison show losses with annual
amortized values and present worth vales (compounded over the 50 year
economic life of the project) as follows:
value of Loss (-)
 




One can notice that the loss would increase in the same way as the
increase of the discharge capacity of Lake Erie. The losses would be
attributed to a different distribution of the flow comingfrom Lake
Ontario, some of which has to be diverted from the Beauharnois Generating
Station into the less productive Les Oedres Generating Station, due to
limitation on the capacity of the Beauharnois plant.
7.3.1.3 New York State System
At the Niagara plant, each of the plans would result in annual energy
losses as shown on Table E-l3 varying from 2.5 GWh for Plan 158 to 0.7
GWh for Plan 25N. Adverse effects from Plans 158 and 6L are more severe
at Niagara because the additional release of water from Lake Erie would
occur at night and during the non-navigation season. At these times
pursuant to the Niagara Treaty, the existing diversions for power are
already the greatest. The U.S. share of these additional releases would
thus exceed the diversion capacity of the Niagara Plant at the highest
flows. Plan 25N has a greater monthly release capacity, so Lake Erie
would not reach the extreme elevations of the other two plans with ﬂ




Effects on capacity at the Niagara plant, however, are most adverse with
Plan 25N. Because the lower rangeof flows is lower than for the other
plans. These results are also shown in Table E-13.
At the St. Lawrence plant, the greatest energy loss of 5.1 GWh would
occur for Plan 25N (Table E-l3). As in the case of the Saunders plant,
losses are caused by the greater percentage of time that the forebay is
lower compared to the basis-of-comparison due to higher discharges. Plan
6L would show a loss of 1.1 GWh annually while Plan 15S would show a
small gain of 0.5 GWh on an annual basis.
Effects on capacity at St. Lawrence would be small for these plans.
The economic effects on power production overall showed that Plan 25N
would be the most adverse with $1.37 million annual losses while Plan 6L
was least severe with $0.26 million in annual losses. These are shown in
TﬂﬂeEd7.
7.3.1.4 Upper Michigan System
Under Category 1, all the Lake Erie regulation plans evaluated would have
beneficial effects on power generation at the U.S. power plants on the
St. Marys River. The effect of Plan 25N (Table E-13 and E-l7) would be
an increase in energy of 2.0 GWh and a 0.06 MW increase in peak. This
would give a combined annual benefit, under Plan 25N, of $9,000 and a
present worth of $104,000. Plan 158 would have the effect of increasing
energy by 1.7 GWh and peak by 0.02 MW, for a total annual benefit of
$7,000 and present worth of $81,000. Likewise, Plan 6L would increase
energy and peak by 0.2 GWh and 0.01 MW, respectively, for a combined
annual benefit of $1,000 and present worth of $12,000.
These net increases would be due to the backwater effects of Lake Erie
regulation on the levels of lakes Michigan-Huron, and thus on lake
Superior; which in turn affect the headwater and tailwater levels of the
power plants.
703-2 2
The peak and energy differences associated with Category 2 are shown on
Tables E-l4 and the corresponding monetary values are shown on Table E-18.
Plan 25N - The net annual effecton power generation would be a loss of
$1,555,000 which has a present worth value of $17,984,000. In Canada,
the loss would be 62.5 GWh of energy and 4.45 MW of peak which has a
combined annual value of $1,126,000.
In the U.S., there would be a gain
of 4.3 GWh of energy and a loss of 9.84 MW of peak. The annual value
would be a gain of $262,000 and a loss of $691,000 giving a combined net
loss of $429,000.
Plan 158 - The net annual effect on power generation would be a loss of
$1,013,000. In Canada, the loss would be 64.3 GWh of energy and 2.92 MW
of peak having a combined annual value of $1,301,000.







































Plan 6L - The net annual effect on power generation would be a loss of
$191,000 with a present worth of $2,208,000. In Canada, there would be a
loss of 18.5 GWh of energy and 2.37 MW of peak with a combined annual
value of $476,000. In the U.S., there would be a gain of 2.9 GWh of
energy and a loss of 0.19 MW of peak giving a net annual gain of $285,000.
In summary, the plans would produce net annual losses to power generation
of 1.6, 1.0, and 0.2 million dollars for Plans 25N, 158 and 6L
respectively, which have present worth values of 18.0, 11.7 and 2.2
million dollars.
The following is a review of the effects of each regulation plan under
Category 2 on each of the power systems involved.
7.3.2.1 Ontario Systems
The energy outputs from the Ontario plants were detennined by the same
method as Category 1. The outputs from the St. Marys River plants are
the same as Category 1. The outputs from the Niagara River plants are
essentially the same as Category 1, differing only by the effect of Lake
Ontario elevation on the tailwater level at the SAB plants. The outputs
from the Saunders St. Lawrence River plant reflect the benefits of Lake
Ontario regulation under Category 2.











































































































































































































































































































shown in the following table:
Value of Gain (+) or Loss (-)
Plan Annual Present Worth
25N — $36,000 - $416,000
155 — $17,000 - $197,000
























to the Quebec system.































































































































































7.3.3 Category 3 (Compared to the Basis-of-Comparison)





















Plan 25N - The net annual effect on power generation would be a loss of
$1,647,000 with a present worth value of $19,048,000. In Canada, the
loss would be 76.1 GWh of energy and 2.43 MW of peak which has a combined
annual value of $1,162,000. In the U.S., there would bea gain of 3.6 GWh
of energy and a loss of 9.53 MW of peak resulting in a combined net
annual loss of $485,000.
Plan 155 - The net annual effect on power generation would be a loss of
$653,000 with a present worth value of $7,551,000. In Canada, the loss
would be 72.3 GWh of energy and 3.06 MW of peak which has a combined
annual value of $1,324,000. In the US, there would be an annual gain of
E - 88
—8.0 GWh of energy and a loss of
0.45 MW of peak resulting in a combined
net annual gain of $671,000.
Plan 6L - The net annual effect on power generation would be a loss of
$319,000 with a present worth value of $3,690,000.
In Canada, there
would be an annual loss of 28.0 GWh of energy and 5.57 MW of peak with an
annual value of $641,000.
In the U.S. there would be an annual gain of
3.1 GWh of energy and 0.02 MW of peak, resulting in a total annual gain
of $322,000.
In summary, the net annual loss to power generation is 1.6, 0.7 and 0.3
million dollars for plans 25N, 155 and 6L respectively, with present
worth values of 19.0, 7.6 and 3.7 million dollars.
The following is a review of the effects of each regulation plan under
Category 3, compared to the basis-of-comparison, on each power system.
7.3.3.1 Ontario System
The energy losses at the St. Marys and Niagara River plants would be
essentially the same as Category 1 as discussed in subsection 7.4.1. The
effect at the St. Lawrence River plant, includes the combined effects of
the St. Lawrence River channel excavations with the associated benefits
of reduced channel losses between Lake Ontario and the powerhouse, and
the Lake Erie regulation plans.
Plan 25N would result in a net annual energy loss of 58.6 GWh with an
annual amortized value of $950,000.
At the St. Lawrence, there is a gain
of 2.3 GWh.
Plan 155 would result in a net annual loss of 57.5 GWh having a value of
$1,111,000. At the St. Iawrence, there would be an annual gain of 8.8
GWh. ‘
Plan 6L would result in a net loss of 18.7 GWh with an annual value of
$387,000. The St. Lawrence would show a gain of 4.0 GWh.
The peak outputs were determined in the same way as Category 1. Under
all three plans there is a loss in peak load meeting capability of 2.43
MW, 3.06 MW and 5.57 MW for Plans 25N, 15S and 6L respectively, which
have annual values of $80,000, $101,000 and $184,000 (Tables E-lS and
E—l9).
7.3.3.2 Quebec System
On the Quebec system the economic evaluation of the different plans under
Category 3 compared to the basis-of-comparison shows losses for each plan
having annual and present worth values as follows:
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6L —$ 70,000 —$ 810,000
















































































































































































shown in Table E-l9.






















7.3.4 Category 3 (Compared to the Adjusted Basiscof-Comparison)
In this section the peak and energy outputs computed for Category 3 are
compared to the adjusted basis-of-comparison which eliminates the effect
of operating Lake Ontario within the Orders of Approval from the effects
of the Lake Erie regulation plans. The peak and energy differences
compared to the adjusted basis-of-comparison are summarized on Table E-16
and the corresponding dollar values are shown on Table 3-20.
Plan 25N — The net annual effect on power generation would be a loss of
$2,044,000 which has a present worth value of $23,640,000. In Canada,
the loss would be 73.0 GWh of energy and 0.45 MW of peak which has a
combined annual value of $1,077,000. In the U.S., there would be a net
loss of 0.5 GWh of energy and 9.94 MW of peak having a combined annual
an
value of $067,L00.
Plan 158 - The net annual effect on power generation would be a loss of
$1,051,000 having a present worth value of $12,157,000. In Canada, the
loss would be 69.3 GWh of energy and 0.17 MW of peak, having a net annual
value of $1,240,000. In the U.S., there would be a net energy gain of
3.9 GWh and a loss of 0.86 MW of peak which would produce a combined
annual gain of $189,000.
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Plan 6L - The net annual effect on power generation would be a loss of
$716,000 which has a present worth value of $8,280,000. In Canada, there
would be an energy loss of 24.9 GWh and a peak loss of 2.68 MW which has
a combined annual value of $556,000. In the U.S., there would be an
annual energy loss of 1.0 GWh of energy and 0.39 MW of peak which have a
combined annual value of $160,000.
In summary, the net annual loss to power generationis 2.0, 1.1 and 0.7
million dollars for Plans 25N, 15S and 6L which have present worth values
of 23.6, 12.2 and 8.3 million dollars.
The following is a review of the effects of each Lake Erie regulation
plan under Category 3, compared to the adjusted basis-of-comparison, on
each power system.
7.3.4.1 Ontario System
The energy losses at the St. Marys and Niagara River plants are the same
as those in Category 3 basis-of-comparison, as discussed in 7.3.3.1. At
the St. Lawrence, however, the effect of regulating Lake Ontario within
the "Orders of Approval" is eliminated and only the increase effect of
the Lake Erie regulation plans is shown (Tables E-l6 and E-20).
Plan 25N would result in a net annual loss of 62.7 GWh with an annual
amortized value of $1,014,000. At the St. Lawrence River, there would be
a loss of 1.8 GWh.
Plan 158 would result in a net annual loss of 61.6 GWh with an annual
loss of $1,176,000. At the St. Lawrence River plant there would be a










































































































have annual values of $6,000 and $89,000.
7.3.4.2 Quebec System
On the Quebec system the economic evaluation of the different plans under
Category 3 compared to the adjusted basis-of-comparison shows losses





value of Loss (-)
  




7.3.4.3 New York State System
At Niagara the effect of Category 3 compared to the adjusted
basis-of—comparison are identical to those described under Subsection
7.3.1.3.
At the St. Lawrence Plan 158 would have a benefit of 4.7 GWh annually
while Plan 25N would show a loss of 1.8 GWh. Effects on capacity at the
St. Lawrence would be small, varying from a gain of 0.4 MW for Plan 158
to a loss of 1 MW for Plan 25N (Table E-l6).
Under this category, the overall effects on NYS power would show losses
of $0.98 million annually for Plan 25N and $0.16 million for Plan 6L.
Plan 155 would show a gain of $0.19 million. Table E-2O summarizes these
results.
7.3.4.4 Upper Michigan System









Power Authority of the State of New York
Chairman, July 13, 1977 to completion
B.G. DeCooke
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - Detroit District




Chairman, July 13, 1977 to completion
Robert Brisbois
Hydro Quebec
Member, July 13, 1977 to November 24, 1980
Jean-Claude Rassam
Hydro Quebec










































1 foot = 0.30480 metres







































Tbmperature in Celsius: 0C =
4.1682 cubic kilometres
(OF - 32)/l.8
l acre-feet = l.233.5 cubic metres
1 gallon (U.S.) = 3.7853 litres
1 gallon (British) = 4.5459 litres
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Annex C
RESULTS OF PEAK AND ENERGY DETERMINATIONS
This annex contains:
(1) Tablulations of the average annual energy production and peak outputs
and the corresponding differences from the basis-of-comparison
(A BOC) or from the adjusted basis-of-comparison (A ABOC).
(2) Details of the calculations of the adjustments to the energy
differences (benefits/losses) that were required because of the
differences in long-term mean outflows as discussed in Subsection
7.2, together with tabulations of these adjustments and the A BOC and
AABOC after adjustment.
1. Average Annual Energy Production and Peak Outputs
The average annual energy production and peak outputs, that were computed
in accordance with the methodology described in Sections 2 to 5 are
presented together with the differences from the BOC or ABOC for each
power system and for each category in the following tables:
Energy and Peak Outputs
 
Power System Category Table No Page No
Ontario — Energy 1 l E-97
2 2 E—98
3 compared to BOC 3 E-99
3 compared to ABOC 4 E-lOO
Ontario - Peak 1 and 2 5 E-lOl
3 compared to BOC 6 E-lOZ
3 compared to ABOC 7 E-lO3
Quebec - Energy 1, 2, and 3 8 E-104
Upper Michigan
- Peak and Energy 1, 2, and 3 9 E-lOS
New York State
- Peak and Energy 1, 2, and 3 10 E-106
(differences only)
2. Details of Adjustments to Energy Differences (Benefits/Losses)
As explained in Subsection 7 it was necessary to adjust the energy
differences (benefits/losses) that were computed for each generating
station on the St. Marys, Niagara, and St. lawrence Rivers to account for
the difference in long term mean outflows of Lake Superior, Lake Erie,
and Lake Ontario resulting from the regulation plans and from the













































Beauharnois-Ies Cedres, by the appropriate incremental economy factor
( A kW/cfs). The average kW thus computed was converted to average
annual energy in GWh and added to, or subtracted from, the unadjusted
energy differences.
The [lkW/cfs values were calculated for the St. Marys and St. Lawrence






























































































The adjustment calculations are tabulated by river, for each power system
and for each category and are shown together with the ECG or ABOC
after adjustment on the following tables:
Adjustment to Energy Differences
 
River System Category Table No Page No
St. Marys Ontario 1, 2, and 3 ll E-lO7

























New York State 2 l7 E-ll3
3 (compared to BOC) 18 E-ll4
3 (compared to ABOC) l9 E-llS
Quebec system 1, 2, and 3 20 E-ll6
(compare to BOC)
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6 + 41 +
20 11.48











































































































































































































































































































































Power Evaluation — Category 1
Ontario or New York State System - St. Lawrence River Plants
Adjustment to Average Annual Energy















































158 242,321 +232 +116
6L
242,258 +169 + 84
Average Annual Energy
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night — 1.3
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155 242,236 +125 +125
6L 242,179 + 68 + 68
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